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DETAILED ACTION 

i> This action is in response to Applicant's remarks, filed 5.15.2005. Claims 1-76 are 
presented for further examination. 

2> This is a final rejection. 

Response to Arguments 
I. Response to Applicant's Remarks 

Claims 1-6, 10, 14-23 and 30-76 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C §i03(a). Applicant argues 
in substance: (A) Brendel dos not disclose a direct connection between an interface module 
and the port module; and (B) Brendel and Polizzi cannot be combined. Applicant's 
arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive for the following reasons. 

A. Polizzi and Brendel disclose a direct connection between an interface module 
and a port module 

The claim language states "establishing a direct connection between the 
interface module and the port module for communicating independently from the 
connection manager in subsequent communications". The purpose of the Applicant's 
claimed connection manager is to "facilitate between the interface module and port 
module". Thus, the connection manager is utilized once to facilitate a connection 
between the interface module and port module. Subsequent communications between 
the modules bypass the connection manager and flow directly between the interface 
module and the port module. 
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Brendel is relied upon to teach this feature which was not expressly disclosed 
in Polizzi's system. Applicant dismisses Brendel as merely disclosing returning data 
to a browser without using the load-balancer. However, Brendel discloses a system 
with the functionality as claimed by Applicant. Brendel discloses a system whereby a 
load manager facilitates between a client and a server [Figure 6]. Brendel also 
discloses that subsequent communications between the server and client are direct 
communications, bypassing the load balancer [abstract | Figure 6 | column 9 «lines 18- 
2i» : files are returned directly to the client implies that there is a direct connection 
between the server and client]. 

Polizzi discloses the system substantially as claimed by Applicant. Brendel 
compensated for the missing feature. Polizzi's service broker has the same 
functionality as BrendePs load balancer [see Polizzi, 0024, 0034]. Polizzi's service 
broker facilitates between an interface module and a port module [Figure 1 «items 105, 
I30»], which correspond to Brendel's client and server devices. Thus, the combination 
of Polizzi and Brendel disclose the feature of providing a direct connection between 
an interface module and a port module in subsequent communications. 

B. The combination of Polizzi and Brendel is reasonable and would not render 
Polizzi inoperable 

Applicant also argues that Polizzi cannot be modified in view of Brendel's 
teachings. Applicant cites sections in Polizzi that discuss the service broker as 
supporting this assertion. Applicant argues that Polizzi's service broker "must always 
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be interposed between the network interface and the agents" and that "the service 
broker can never be bypassed", Polizzi never explicitly teaches these features. 
Applicant also argues that modifying Polizzi would result in eliminating the gateway 
function thereby rendering the system inoperable. The Office disagrees for the 
following reasons. 

Polizzi's invention is very similar to Brendel's prior art system [see Brendel, 
Figure 4]. Brendel discloses a load balancer that is always interposed, in terms of 
communications, between a client and server. This system is similar to Polizzi's 
system where the service broker is interposed between the interface module and the 
port module. Brendel, unsatisfied with this structure, introduces the novelty whereby 
the load balancer may be bypassed utilizing a direct connection established between 
the server and client after the balancer has selected the appropriate server to service 
the job request. In applying this teaching to Polizzi, the service broker would still be 
responsible for disposing jobs to the agents of the system but now, after the jobs have 
been disposed to the system, the agents may communicate directly with the user to 
respond to the request. 

Thus, contrary to Applicant's assertion, Brendel's teachings would not do 
away with Polizzi's service broker but rather, it would improve upon Polizzi's system. 
Brendel does not eliminate the service broker because Brendel's load balancer is 
essentially analogous to Polizzi's service broker. Applicant is correct in stating that 
Polizzi's service broker is responsible for the disposition of jobs to the agents. 
Brendel's load balancer is also responsible for the same function of selecting the 
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appropriate server to service client requests (jobs) [column 9 «lines 30-32»]. The 
purpose of Brendel's bypass feature is to avoid overloading at the load balancer 
[column 9 «lines 6o-64»], 

In other words, Brendel's teachings do not change or modify Polizzi's principle 
of operation but provides a clear improvement. The service broker is still in control of 
the port modules, but Brendel would enable the port modules and interface module to 
directly communicate. Polizzi does not contemplate the workload placed at the service 
broker. Brendel's system would improve upon this aspect of Polizzi's system and 
service broker by bypassing the broker only after the broker has selected the 
appropriate port module based on load. 

The broker is thus still integral. Brendel simply enables Polizzi's port modules 
to directly transmit requested information to the interface module and bypass the 
service broker during subsequent communications as claimed. Such a modification 
would prevent Polizzi's service broker from overloading. 

II. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing remarks, Applicant's remarks are not found persuasive. The 
claim rejections set forth in the previous action are maintained. Claims 7-9, 11-13 an d 24-29 
remain allowable if rewritten in independent form. See below. 



Allowable Subject Matter 
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3> Claims 7-9, n-13 and 24-29 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base 
claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4> The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be 
found in a prior Office action. 

5> Claims 1-6, 10, 14-23, 30-32, 34*56, 58-62 and 64-76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over by Polizzi et al, U.S Patent Publication No. 20021 0023158 ["Polizzi"] 
in view of Brendel et al, U.S Patent No. 5.774.660 ["Brendel"]. 

6> Claims 33, 57 and 63 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Polizzi and Brendel. 



Conclusion 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than 
SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dohm Chankong whose telephone number is 571.272.3942. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday [7:30 AM to 4:30 PM]. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit can be reached on 571. 272.3913. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217- 
9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA 
OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




